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I r,TRODUCTIII:

+,

lluchof the research for this report.was acomplished in my capacity
as Chairman, Subcommittee on Pricing, GPO Users Survey, conducted by the
'Committee on Information Hangups.' fIlle Committee includes a group of
librarians in the Tiashington, D.C. area who are concerned about hpgups
in obtaining and using government information. The CoMmittee usually
holds regular bimonthly neetings throughout the year to discuss various
information problems. Visits may be scheduled to local government in-
stallations and libraries, and responsible government official? are fre-
quently invited to present their views or participate in the discussions.

The Committee may also undertake research project's or investigations.
An analysis of Eational Teelinical Information Service (liTIS)'policies
resulted in publication of the report, Distinction is All:LTIS frora. a, .

Technical Librarians Point-of-View, 1971 rivailabie from 2;IC as DD 658913).
In 1974 the committee investigated the services proVided by the Defense
Documentation Center, and reported the results in ffspecially DDC:Users
look at the DoD Information Transfer\PTocess, Jantiary 1975 (available
from 1:TIS as AD A005 Y

In the fall off," 975 theCommittee undertook a pro jebt to investigate
the services provided by the Government Printing Office. Subcommittees
were organized on Ciistomer S'Orvice, Serials and SubScrirtions, iionthly
Catalog and ;ibliographic Control, Congressional :a.terialg, and Pricing.
The major effort of these subcommittees ms to design a questionnaire
coveringete -topics Itich vas nailed on April 21..1976' to a representa-
tive sample of over 700 librarians who acquire and use GPO publications
in all/types of libraries. Statistical samples yore taken from the mailing,
lists/-of the Special Libraries Association, Government DocuMetts Round
Tab e, and American AssoCiation of Law Libraries to select the addressees.
1.1, results of the survey were tabulated by computer, and included a num-
r of cross` tabulations of related questions,

,_ae. results were analyzed,
and together with other research became the basis of summary reports
prepared by each subcommittee. A consolidated-final summary report will
be published in Special Libraries. The project eras supported and financed
by the, Special Libraries Association. In charge of the Survey was iiary L.
Knobbe, who is Chairman of the SLA GOvernment Information Services Com-
mittee . Hrs. Knobbe is the librarian, fletropolitan Vashington Council
of Governments, and an active member of the Committee-on information
Hangups.

Ithis -report I' expand on the section on ab Pricing which I
prepared for the Com mittee's consolidated summary report. It provides
more background information, and discusses the topic in greater detail
than vas postible in the summary report It also discusses related
topics which were not entioned in the uomnittee report. Phile the
findings and conclusio in this report are necessarily similar to those
.in the Committee's ' report since they are based on the same research,
this report is publishe independently and hb..s not received official'
Committee or SLA endorseMent.

\\
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l -Prior to my research effort on behalf of the Cjomnittee on Informitien
Hangups, I had becoMe concerned about the sharp rise in GPO prices as,a
practicing documents librarian-and as an officer of the Federal Documents
Task Force, Governetent Documents Round Table, American Library. Association.
I had.prepared a critical analysis of theo0tralet General's Report to
the Joint Committee 'on: Printing, "Pricing of Publications SoXitto the
Public, Government tenting Office (1)-114 029)', dated Hovember 19, 1974,
,vtikch was published in pocuments to the People, the neusletterof ther
Government Documents Round,Ta_ble T-7):01. 3, no. 7, Senteiber 1975, pp. 15-
.30. It was, apparently because of thit article that I was asked to chair
the Subcommittee on Pricing of the GPO Users Survey.

There has been a Sharp rise in prices for GPO sales publications
since October 1972 which has greatly exceeded recent double-digit infla-
tion ac measured by the Consumer Price Index. This sharp rise in prices
has had an adverse effect on the ability Of'Iieraries and other users to
purchase governnent docunenta: There is no apparent disagreement on this
analysis of the situation. --=.

However, there" is cause for honest,..disagreement about certain factors

related directly and indirectly to pricing plaicy for GPO sales publications.
TheS)04actors-includs, but are not limited" to the following: interpretation
of se ion 1708,-Title 44, U.S. Cods alien is the- current law regarding
=icing of GPO sales publications; concept .of 'user charges" as applied
to g9vernnent pplications; dEbhotony of free publications to some indiv-
lanes and 'grdUps, and sales publications fbr others; sibsidizingindiviOual
Publications, or groups Of publications` and expecting others to lie "self-
sit twining"; amaant of management c trot that issuing/publishing agencies'
sh 3,a.c,exercise over the printing d wale of their publications by Gr4
conce legislative branch ag cy exercising control of the majority
of government printing which is oriGina d by the executive branch; and
tcmparison.of GPO printing and subscript on 2ulfillnent costs with those
Of private industry.

At
,;" Questions 16,417, and 18 of the Co tee on information Ikuigups'

. ..

GPOWsers Survey tree devoted to questions of ad-pricing policy in the
Xollowing areas: impact of recent sharp.ri -in nublication prices; com- .

pariSon of GPO prices uith comparable commercial publicationii" and
opinion of librarians on a pr9p4 pricing licy for GPO sales publica-
tions:- This ..eport will discuss and analyze the results of the Survey
queatieniiiiire. It will also gcvide histori .background, discuss the.
current situation, and analyze the contxovei al factors mentioned above.

),

Following the mailing of the questionnai in April 1976, theJoint
Committee on Printing obtaihed an-appropriatio of ii300,000 lit the Second
Supplemental Appropriation Dill for FY 1976 (P L. 94-303)'to\contruct an
outside consultant "to complete a comprehensivx management review and
analysislet the Government Printing Office's or -2ation, policies,
systems. and:Processes". I hope that the consul t will make a therough ,k.,.

investigation,of the controversial factors mentioned above.

.4
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II. question 16:Idse in GPO Prices.

On QuestiOn-16A of the GPO Users' Survny librarians were asked if they.
perceived a sharp rise in prices for GPO cn.les publications since 1972.It of 213

respondents, 199 (or 91.3,0 rep.ded "yes" and 19 (or 8.7)
re 'ed "no". This result as not suprising.

Question 163 asked holt the GPO price increase affected .the library's
purchase of publications from GPO on an annual basis compared with the
pre-1972 period. Did it reduce the nunber of publications purchased, 751,/if so heu nuch within the ranges shct .1. in the summary below? How rush
more did it spend for 'the same numbqr of publications? A summary of the
res-conses is shown below:

RESULT
How livaq.

over TOtal6-25 2G=21/.1

Reduced number of publications bel.Ight
28

n
u 9 68

Increased expenditures for the same
number of publications

.

12 21 27 47 i 107.

Other
3 - - 3 6

,.
In July 1975 the Federal Statistics Users Conference conducted a

",Purvey Regarding the Timeliness of Pcderal Statistics" which includec'L
a question "similar to CjAestion,16. Their Ilestion 0, 'Jae the increadb

.

, in prices of govc,rnment'publications
me.:-..nt a reduction in the floe of

statistics available to you?" obtained the following response: "yes", -

4
48 (or 41.7,:;), and "no" - 67 (or 58.3",' . In addition, 54 respondents
also' indicated specific action they" taken as a result of the price
increases: 1) reduced the number ol subscriptions or purchases. - 38
(or 70.4Th (2) discontinued certain subscriptions or pukchasei - 35"(Or
64.8Z); and/or (3) increased the size of their publications budget - aT
(or 33.3:.).

1. .

.

"r:pe6tion,16.0"asked those librarians uho reduced the number of rub-
nations purchdted Nether they are attempting to obtain these 'pubaica-
'tiens froa other sources,- The summary -response was "yes" - 46 (or 38.72)
and "no" .- 73(er 61.30c

.

,

t
AItheugh a large majority of librarians had lerceived a sharp rise

..in prices since 1972, they had barely - reduced the number of publica-
tions uhi h,they purchase from Gi0. host of the ansucrs (75.,) fell within- the range of 2 reduction or less in the number of purchases, with 3/4c.;1

within th range =of 5:, or less. This,-is probably due to the fact that f,there are usually no suitable substitutes uhichprevide the unique,
,authorita ive information available in goveranent publications, host;librarian vile reduced the number of pu'Aications purchased from go

reported hat they are/not attempting to obtain them from other sources.they may d' be auare of the paradmcial situation in which many publica-tions yhi h are soil by GPO are also available free,from the issuing/
publis' agencies (but on a "first-come-first-served" basis>. Other ,sales pub cations may be available in'a,milareferm edition from a commer-
cial pub Sher atva louer price than the .ha.py edition sold by GPO, /

(3e

.



I
III. History of GPO Price Rise

In ilovember 1972 the Pubaic'Printer'authorized an-interim across-'
the-board increase in the sales price for GPO publications of over 70,J.
This was the first genera ri in' prices since 1968. The price increase
wkls authorized to get the program back on a_uself-sustaining" basis.
The controversy of interprets on Rf pricing rolicy prescribed by section
1706, Title 44? U.S. Code (i. . "cost as determined by the-Public Printer
plus 50 percent"). will be analyzed in detail below. Suffice to say at
this point that the GPO'interpretation of sectien,1700 is that 'the sales
program should be "self-sustaining". 'After many years of producing a
net income of over 25%, the sales prOgram went into a deficit situation
in FY 1972 primarily as a result of increased charges for ,postal services
from 2 million in FY 1971 to 415 million in FY 1972. The advent of
double-digit inflation in the early 1970's also resulted in sizeable in-
creases in costs for labor and materials.

_,
The interimacross-the-board price increases of 197 were replaced'

bya revised pricing formula in August 1973, which trill be discussed in
detail below. The new pricing formula resulted in price increaaes of'about
the same general range as t t e introduced in 1972 and were reported by
GPO to average 730 ove -. rim January to July 1973, GPO assigned dual
prices to many publi onsi a reduced price for c6pied sold over-the-
counter in GPO book ores, and a higher price for mail orders. This
policy was discontinued-in ilarch 1974 because it was determined that
"it costs as much to distribute documents through a bookstore as through

-the mail. In addition, Ow al pricing resulted in less revenue, adminis-
trative problems, increased errors in order processing, and customer
complaints". All publications were repriced at-the mail order price.
In October 1974, a price increase reported .by GPO to average 10-20% was
approved. Another price increase of about 2%; viaszuthorized by the
POlic Printer'in 1975.

The sharp_rise in prices generated a number of complaints from
librarians and other users. The4Uhshington =ice of the American Li
Association sent letters to the House and Senate Subcommitteesen.' Legi
lative Branch Appropriations. They will be found as folloUss House
hearings on Appropriations for FY 1975(0. 928-29), for FY 1977 (pp. 1223-.
1225); and Senate hearings on Appropriations fel. FY 1975 (Pp. 602-603);
for'Fl 1976 (pp. 1182-1133); and for FY 1977 (pp. 641-642). The Federal
ditors Association passed a resolution on August 4, 1975 which stated
that "the periodical prince, increaser, literally have priced many of our
publications out of the market. As a result, our-ability to nford
the public about Government programs and to make,oconomid data available
to the publiC clerly'has been impeded ". The Federal Statistics Users
Conference pribared a "market basket" of 41 significant statistical pub-
lications to illustrate the sharp rise in prices. This,' provided back-
ground for various newspaper articles and is discussed below.

A number of librarians also sent complaints about the price increase;
to the Joint Committeen Printing. This prompted the JCP Chairihn on
February 13, 1974 tolhquest the Captroller General to review GPO's
pricing of publications to determine two things: "Did the increases em-
brace the sane financial philosophy had prevailed in the past?

M4 1
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Did the increases change the relationship between the pricing structure
and the annual appropriation by Crongress?" The Comptroller General's
Report to the Chairmam,-Joint Committee on Printing, TPricing of Publica-
ions Sold -to the `Public; Government Printing Office" (D-114029) was
submitted on Uovember 19, 1974 but was not released to the public until
February 1975. It will be referred frequently throughout this report as
the "GAO Report of rovenber 19, 1974".

These complaints from librarians and other users resulted in various
articles in the* Washington news/worn, and national journals. A headline
on a Washington Post column of Koyamber 9, 1973 announced that "liagazine
prices may jump Ra". A headline on a Washinfton P_ost story of iiarch 20,
1975 announced/that "GPO Prices Soar", and t.lo lead paragraph provided as
an example the best-selling pampAlet Infant dare-which sold,for 20 cents
from 1963 to 1972, for 75 cents in 1973, emcljor 4.05 in 1974, "a 500 ,

percent price jump in just, over two years"., An article in the Washington
. Star on June 18, 1975 had the following headline; "The Government Still

Prints It, But It'll Cost Y(311 'Lore to Get It, GPO's customers are outraged
, at sperialing prices". The lead para(7aph of this story featured a rise .

in price of 437(S for'the Survey of Current Business since-1972, and'a
_rise in price of190) for the Daily Statenent of the Treasury. There are'

4many other horrible examples which might be cited from such articled.

However, o provide a balanced view, several representative com-
Ppilation and, price indexes will be provided: a "market basket" of sig-
nificant statistical publications prepared by the Federal Statistics
Users Conference; the DowkeiE Price Index for L.G. Documents Services; and
a "price -per -page" compilation prepared by the Subcommittee on Pricing,

The Federal Statistics Users Conference gathe ed a "narket-bLket;"
of 41 significant statistical publications and jregared a chart of "GPO
Prices for Federal Government Periodicals and Subscriptions Services of
Interest to Statistics Users". (see Appendix A) This- chart include
the price for representative titles for the years 1972 thxbugh'1275
It also lists annual percent price increases for the years 1972-7
1973-74rand 1974-75, plus a percent increase for the'three yeah riod.
The price increase 'for all titles from 1972 to 1975 was 2795. The annual
price increases were as follows: 1972-73 (97,;); 1973-74 (42 ro); and 1974;
1975 (35)'. These increases are higher than those reported-by the Public
Printer in the annual hearings on Legislative Branch Appropriations: i.e.
1972-73 (73;:.); 1973-74,(10-20,%); and 1974-75 (2Z). -

R.R. Bonker Company, publisher of Library Journal and Publishers
Weekly reports in its journals and the Dow her Annual of Library and Book
Trade Information various price indexes for books, periodicals, serial
,services, and other publications. Its price index to "U.S. Documents
Services" for 1975 includes 138 representative titles of all types of
U.S. government periodicals, subscription services, and publications in
series.. The base year for this and other Dotiter indexes. is 1967-69, and
it stood as follows for the three year period 1972 to 1975: 1972 - 154.7;
1973 - 184.6; 1974 - 239.3; and 1975 - 291.1. This translates into an
increase of 88.Z:tor the three year period. The annual increases were
as follows: .1972-73 (19.3;); 1973-74 (29;00; and 1974-75-(21.6

8
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By way of comparison the Consumer Price Index with a base year. of
1967 reported the following: 1972 - 125.3; 1973 - 133.1; 1974 - 147.7;.
and 1975 - 161.2, This translates into an increase of 28.tf, for the
three vrar period, Irk% annual increases as fo;loile: 1972-73 (6.2,;;;);
1973.74 (1/%) , and 1974-#75 (1911r)).

-

Some government serial titles have increased in size over the year's
SO it may not be fair to compare present price directly against earlier
prices I have therefore sele - representative anneal publications
1 J. rent, es (cloth bound 6x9", regular paperback 6x9",
folio pap ux j d 9x11", and glossy oversize) and obtained the
cost'pe ume, andthe cosu page from 1967 to 1976, where available.
This data is presented on A xe C.--The average price increase
per volume for ti s 9o7 to 1972 ihs d the increase In cost
per page ,was---47. The average price increase per ND or the three
year period 1972 to 1975 was 120f/:, while tie increase/incost( e
was'n3. During this period the number e pages in the following annual
publications varied. very ;ittb; Yearbook of AfFicultuxer,_,Statistical

, Abstract, Economic Report of the.President- -and -the Appendix to the Budget
of the United States overntent. umber-of-pages-in...Uniform Crime
Reports increased- , pages in 1967 t9/3041ages in 1975, and the /-r---

Annual ,Repo '.. of the Council on Environmental Quality fr_ori_1352-pages in' .

1970 to GOO pages in'1975. Data are presented far -date of publication,
- which in some cases may differ from the-Voluff6 year.

The costcost per page increat 1975 7 is lover than ----"-
the across-the-bo es reported by PO to the AP priations Com-
mittees and c : =biy lower than those of-the FSUC-s mt-baske- /-
of statistical publicaticn ncl the Bowker Index-of U.S. Documents Services.
The- latter two were loaded with periodi s;"most with frequency of monthly
and many veekly. This illustrates_ti uch of the price rise for pen.-

na( due to the increase-in postc. chargesti For example, the
subscription price for=mbnthly Survey of Current Business was raised
from $9!(1972 to the nt price of :;48.30. This price includes the

, 12 nonthly issues, /dun-the weekly supplement,BOR3ness Statistics, (52
issues per year-):,part of the subscription, a Kational Income Issue
vas provided in January 1976. From July. 1975 to 43.170=971,2 a 'total of
908 pages was provided which translates into an average-cogliper.paoeof
5.3190. The .cost of a single copy is ,)3. The average nunber\of pages
per issue for-the lagt 12 months has_been-90rpages for an average cost
per page of 3.333 cents. By comparison the average cost per page for

". a 'olio size paperback annual publication in 1975 vas 1.24 ,center .

II

'The cost per page. of pamphletjmaterial also-runs duite high, par-
ticularly lath the minim

higher fora mini/mum cost Per page oC3.5 cents. This is
above the averse for /regular and folio size paperbacks, and Again

reflects that post ges are a major component.of the' GPO.
price.

-awn et must be priced at a minimum of .35 cents
Maybe

aura
- r' cents Net publications. Thus,

I X*



, N. 'Question 1 1.--Com., son of GPO and Commercial Prices
N

Question-17 04 the GPO Users Survey librarians were asked how
they perceived the prices of GPO publications when compared d-rwith commer-
cial publications in fur categories.' A sumMaryof the response is shown
below: v.

ri
PO ces.pommercial About the

Category Aber Higher Same Total

Serials-(regular &Irregular) .29,(16.8) 94 (54.7%) 4.(28.0 L72

Monographs . ,. 9 (5.3%) 0 (70.2%) 42 (24.5%) 171

Pamphlets-licso than :10 pages

TeChnical reports
9

26 (16.2%),,78 (48.8%) 561352) 160

(10.40 90 (62.5%) 39 (27;1%)-144-

TOTS: 79 (12.2%) 382,(59%) 186 (28.8A
1

Despite the sharp rise in prica'for GPO publications, librarians
still consider them to be bargains when compared,with similar commercial
publications; The concensus for all four categories on the survey was:
commercialprices higher - 59%; GPO-prices-higher - 12.2%; and about the
same - 28.8%. As a general rule, GPO sales publications have an inherent
pricing advantage except where such factors as mass production and
advertising support are involved.

The pricing of GPO sales' publications is governed byssection 1708, .

Title 44, United States Code as follows:.

"The price at which additional copies of Government publications
are offered i sale to the public by the Superintendent of Documents
shall- used 'orb the cost as dgtermined 1.a.the Public Printer plus
50 percent". (emphasis added).

Although there may be disagreement on interpretation of the state-
ment "cost'as_detgrmined-bi the Public: Printer", thereappears to be
general:agreement"bn significance of :thOerm "additional .copies" as
used in section-1708: This means-that the price .of GPO sales copies

--shall be based on the cost to the Public Printer for running off additional
copies for sales-purposes after the initial requirement- from the issuing/
publishingency have beenmet.: Thiks, many 'of tle costs' inherent in
printing commercial publications are, not a factor in GPO sales publida-
tions. The issuing/publishing agency not only pays for the cost of
preparing the,publimation for printing (i.e. researdh, writing,*editing,
composition, etc.) -but it also pays the initial set-up costs for printing,
the publications (i.e. type-;setting,-proof reaming, press make-ready, etc.).
The basic printing and binding costs for GPO sales' publications are there-
fore limited to costs to the Public Printer for running off additional ,

copies. These are usually called "incremental" or' rider costs", because
the Superintendent of Documents place6 a "rider order" for the additional
copies to be printed,from the initial set-up for the agency run. However,
for many years the Superintendent or-Documents. has added a reprint factor

10
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\ 1,

-of 5.4 tithe "rider costs" before idding the -5( % .mandatory Surcharge

when, pribing sales publications: If the initial sales stock is depleted

, , and the Superintendent of Docu:aents wished, to obtain more'sales copies,

he.ay not be able to "ride" an agency paid printing set-up ,and will have
to pay for the set-up ,costs,

Although -GPO sales publicatidni have 'inherent cost advantages*? of a
partial subsidy for Preparation aid royalty costs; and for printing. .

set -up- costs, they,arp Usually on subjects of limited interest and are

, produced in limited quantities.' Indeed, most publications printed by .

G. PG .(in its own' p3Ont or on contract) foie' the issuing/publi-shins
are of such limited interest that the Superintendent or Doc ents. does

-not exerdise hieoption to request additional copies run off, for

,--purposes. thus,-pri.nting- and publishing' of government publications do

not enjoy-tete economies of ma4s production inherent in_the "mass market -

pap books" Eer, example, GPO printed the, trariacripts of the. Faxon

tapes in a 1,308 pige folio edition for ;4;12.2,5. Trio commercial publishers

reset the transcripts in type and sold paperback versions of approximately

700 pages for -$2.45 and .$2.95 in ray 1974._ The average price for at, "mass

market paperba,ck- book" in 1975,Was-$1.46,. - The Banker table of priceS does

not provide 'the -average number of rages per title, or average cost per

page. Assuming the average number'of ,pages to be 300 for a mass market

paperback. book,. this translates into an average cost per page of about

0.5 cents. Our sample of annual government Publications shows the cost

of a regular '6x9" paperback volume to be 0.365 cents per page.

.
Of the four categories of publications ,considered, GPO compared least

favorably in the category of serials. (regular and,irregular) and pamphlet's..

The principal type ,Of,-serial is the' periodical. .Had the category been

limited, to leading- mass circulation magazines as Time and Newsweek, the

'comparison would have been less favorable for GPO. Such magazines not

only enjoy the economies of massproductioa and Circulation, but they
axe also subsidized by advertising. 'HorreVe:c, Sylvia Porter reported

recently in her syndicated column that the- "era 'of, the cheap magazine

,

,

in the is over". Time ilagazina recently'

to one dollar per Copy, and its minima s
able pricps in 1972 rieral 50 cents_an

the reason, Porter cites several tors I

rise in price for GPO staled cations;
rises in labor and Material costs; Ord e
Postal Service* with'increased postal.

sidies. libfrever the main, culprit ,f

similar magazines is reduction in
have been last to TV with_littla
stated that "with the growth of

any cost:, .ads will^ pay for it'
of Higher Education in its
scholarly journals are a.
rising codts.. Jia,jor sc
book' reviews and artic

e

sad its newstand price
onto $26, The compax

se of 86-100,5. A, for
have also' 'caused the sharp

double digit inflation with
ablishment of the United States

es, and eliiinatiOn of some sub-

the rise in price for Time,and
vertising -revenues, most of which
ce`.of recoVery.' .0ne rnagazirW editor

circulation at

another. rront,,the Chronicle
17, 1975 reported that'

0-jai-pressures _due to

the old formula '

changed".
sue for No

fact yore-
-111euraals have been forced to omit many

whicti ve previously been published.
,

'a GPO prices -6om ed most favorably with bommercial publishers in

the category of in ograpps. The results T. e as follows; commercial
prioes higher 5.higher .Z ; GPO':

his te3timo before the House Subco iittee on Legislative Dranbh
:)3.1); and about the same-24.5,,";.

roPriation for I.PY 1977 (p. 4,34), ne Public Printer (lir. siicCornick)
n
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-referred t% the Bwker piice indexes for 1975 whichrshowed the average
*price of aharddover trade-technical book' at" 46.19, and a trade and
higher,priced paperback book at ,j;5.24. He did not provide the aver

.price for a codWAble GPO sales Publication, b u t he did im ly- correctly,
.1 believe) gat by comparisoriGPO,prices are lower for lar publications*
To carry the com 'son further, the price indexes for 1972 and 1975
(all from a 1967 -69 base of 100).'were as,fo oi; hardcover trade-technical
books, 140.1 aidt 134.6 for an increase of t'.6,-(..4 trade'and?higher priced
paperback books, 130.9-and 161.7.for an increase of 23.54and U.S. Docu-
ments Sexlices, 154.7 and 201.1, for an increase of 03.2;1. ThUs, the
rise in prices for U.S. government publioations as 'measured by the router
indekes for 1972 to 1975 bas been more than triple than those of commercial
lard cover and paperback'trade and.technical 'cocas.

--.
:1CO es alao compared veryk-favorably with commercial publishers___A

in th tegory of technical Orts. -The results:were-as follows4-- .

ecpmercial prices higher,;, i 2.5";; GPO-prices higher =10.4,,o; and dleut,
the same - ,This is an area of limited- specialized interest fpr
the commercial sector, so%thatoit is unable to enjoy the economies of---
maApro6uction and circulation. In this regard d comparison of GPO.
prices with those of the Ifdtisnal Technical In tion Service may be-

.
more appropriate. 1'540 has adopted a:prici policy for hard copy tech-
nical reports based on the number of page in multiples of 25.. The minimum
price for a publication pages or ,less is r a minimum of 14
cents per page;' .for 7571.00 pages,:$5.00, or a minim of t5 deAts per page;

175-200 pages', 4;7.50 or a nininum of 3.5 cent per page; for 275:-300
pages, :,;9.25 oranimumum of 3.1 cents per paa fo 75.600 pages, X.75,
or a minimum of 2.3 dents per page. The orrice for a similar GPO Cxlay"
paperback publication is 1.24 cents per page. .230th agencies claim to
'operate on a "self-sustaining" basis.: hbwaver, the comparison is some-

. what unfair to LTIO because its publications are available indefinitely,
are more specialized, *and include all titles ever cataloged. GPO sells

--- only those publications which it prints that have some saleslootential,'
and GPO also frequently runs out of stbcA and ray not reprint.

GPO prices co.liared least faVorabpswiih mparable commercial -

publications in the category of pamphlets 1 less than 10 pages. The
day of the niael and dime-ipamphlet on.'vhibhAPQ.built its reputation
for bargain prices is long gone. The/Rinimturprice for any GPO sales
publication vas raised to 25 cents in- July -1973. About the tine the
Survey was,,,mailed out is 1976, the mini um price for a single publicatio

4 I

was raised to'35 cents, and a policy vas established for one dollar

,"

linimum on mail orders. i'iany respOndents nay hot have been aware of this

.-)

hange. However, many of those pamphlets are available free from the
ssuing/publishina agencies; a fact whiciris not Imoun to many citizen.

GPOAtself'distributes frA pamphlets on behalf of the Consumer Infor-/
nation Center from 40 distribution facility in limbic', Colorado. The
dichotomy of givinerree pamphlets to some andlskling them to others'
will be discussed below.

_

. .
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History of qEgLksklaasQ4sa.

The current established'-the pricing policy for GPO sales /

publications (44. U.S'.0: 1704 is subject to different interpretation., 'It

.should be revised-if Only to, provide clarification, While the Public .

Printer has asked fpr a "clear mandate" from Congress on how he should

implement the lair, he does not feel the law recluires re on, nouever,

require that it should be brought up to date current economic

:vision in 1932.other factOre,ui uhch have arisen since the la's

resaities and Government information polic* °These factors include,

but are not limited to the following: /

(a) Arbitrary !ray in it &P0 has changed the, pricing formula

Over the years, contrary the legislative intent of'the law.,

b Policy on "u c har ges " . .

Preedon o
Double
Ds

Service

lent

(g)
policy.

ormation Act.
git inflation of the 1970's..
umntof the independent United States Postal

.change in policy on postal subsidies.
DiChotomy of free and sales publications, and the estab-

of the Consumer Information Center.
Feed for input from issuing/publiwuragencies on pa-icing

There ie'general agreement that the term "additional copies as

used in section 1703 means that.the price set by tip Stmerintendent, of

Documents shall be limited to those costs incurred by the GPO for printing,
4. f

4 and^binding the additional copies (" rider cOsts9,,and for sellingand'':

distributing those additional coplks. iiouever, there is valid disagree-

merit Over the tern "cost as detertined,by the I:ublic Printer pads 50 percent".

+IL

Does the term "codt as determined,by the lublic printer" include
'off the "yrinting,and binding Costs" laich 'can. be equated uitkthe fol-

lowing other terns f "increnental costs" or "rider costs", and/or "'cost

of publications sold" "or "cost of publicationp purchased-for resale"

(Ittich are the terms used in the financial. st eat of the Sales IOU-
-,

cations Programthat is submitted annually to hp House and Senate S.4-

ommittees on Legi=slative Branch Appropriations ? It is, my interpretation

t t the legislative intent'of the originating 1 gislation in 1932 is

t 't "cdst as determined by:bile Public Printer" term to the 'printing

and, nd.j.ng costs" only, andtheaphIps 50 percent".,- rovision .was intended'

to pr Vide ft'. "distribution costs ". -I use the term "distribution costs"

in ZCkbroad dense -to include all other costs to GPO for the operation of

the eal 13-1.414,4Qm: order Pullfillment, inquiry servi4e,,advertising,

warehousing, postage, - administrative, overhead,' reprint factor, allonance

for damagdd or destroyed copies, etc.
1

iiouever, the interpretation ,of the current Public Printer is that

the.term "cost as deterfained by the Public Printer" includes both the
"printing and binding costs", and the' "distribution costs". -JeCormick

made the following prepared statement before the House 0 ommittee on

Legislative Dranch.Appropriations for ry )

-^ ,40 d ^-,1,-).P., wilistorip,a4A the pricing philosophy for these blicatiens

' has been thathe.'-total,rereauerokr0401.3 to, the gen public

-*
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.should exceed the tot sales program costs without regard to the

method of financ' That is, the revenue should exceed the total

of the cost of printing; binding, postage, and other publications .

costs which arefinanced,frop the proceeds of the sales of publicat4

tions, as well as the distribution and other costs which are finance
from appropriation fuids. Some believe this philosophy has changed.

This historic:al pricing philosophy has not changed and is" still'
being foilowedand the fact vas confirped by a report issued.by the
General Accounting Office on November,19, 1974". (p.-693)

Ikmreve, if the term "cost-as.determined by the Public Ptintar" in-

eludes all bests of the sales program (i.e. both "printing and binding
costs" and "distribution costs") ye must logicdlly ask what is the pur-

pose of the "plus 50 percent" provision? This leads tothe conclusion'
that the sales program must not only be "self-sustaining", but that it
is required by lair to shoir a profit of 50 percent. This was the inter-

pretation of Carper Buckley, the Superintendent of Documents from 1950
to 1970 as- illustrated by the following exchange between Hr. Buckley and
Crimirman George W. Andrews, Hedse Subcommittee on Legislative Branch
Appropriations during hearings on appropriations for FY 1963: (p: 69)

"Hr. Andreus:
Hr. Buckley:
Hr. Andrins:
hr. Buckley:
lir. Andrews:,-

sir., Buckley:

Hr. Andrews:
Hr. Buckley:

markup required by

Mat do year total sales run?'
67 million copies last year, around $14;700,000 oss.

On that you make this profit?
$7,600,000.
'You make about a 50-percent profit.
Yes.
Some people weal* call it a hundred percent profi

Ub,have to make the,50 percent since that is the

However, Hr. Buckley's nominal boss, Janes L. Harrison, the Public
Printer from 1961 to. 1970 had a different interpretation of,the law.
Although the present Public Printer has elevated the position of Super-
intendent of Documents to Assistant Public Printer level, the appropri-

ations hearings indicate that the superintendent of Documents previously
had a Greater dbc,ee'ef independenee in conducting his operations, and in
stablishing policy. consider this exchange the following year during the

Ho hearings on Legislative Branch Appropriations for FY 1969: (pp. 3734)

_

"Hi. 'Andrews: Under the'law you are supooSed,to make 50 percent?
Hr. Buckley: It says that the price at which additional copies

df bovernment publications are offered for sale to the public by the
Superintendent of Documents shalt bebased on the' costs, thereof as
determined by the Public Printer,plus 5g percent.

. Hr. Andrews:- It looks to me like you put 50 percent on the
cost.4That.would`making a profit of 50 percent.

'Hr. Harrison: Het necessarily. The actual coutf the publica-
tionis not the entire,cost of distributing the publication. There
is the handling of the publiCation and --

Hr. Andrews: The Lau says the price must be 50 percent above
the actual cost of the publication.

Hr. Harrison: The costs the plant charges the Documents Division ",

t

14
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Thus,. there vase. difference in interpretation of sectim- 708

during the 1960'6 between the;kublic Printer and Superintendent o cu-

.ments. The Public Printer acre with'eur interpretation that the

"cost as .determined b, the Pub ter" meant "the tOtal cost t --

DocUments Division (io rintendent of Documents) rays the plant

(i.e. the GPO printing plant or the publications and services". This

is the item which vas listed on e Finanbial Statement, of the Sales

.=2rogramilurinthis period as "cos of publications purchased-for resale".,

The item is,now listed as "cost of publications sold".

Mile the GAO Rerortof ilovember 19, 197L did conclude that "his-

,
*--torically G20 financial philosophy has been that total revenues shoal

exceed the total sales program' costs", and that "there hasnot.been a
major change in the financial philosophy's,. also concluded that the

"ttaic-Printer's interpretation'ofeoSts ffers from past interpreta-

tions".
)

. The legislati c history of the prese
6l pf the Printi' Act of January 12, 139
for rublicat. s to be-sold by the Supe
cost to estimated by the Public Print
steuz. yped plates", and vith no mentio
sts". The pricing formula as change

Resolution 132,as follows: "cost of
centum". The present pricing formula
Section 307 of the Legislative Approp
vae one of many in an overall arprop
history is unfortunately sparse.

Km

law is as follows: Section

vided the following formula,
to 0- of Documents: "said

r base' u.. pridtiag from
of recovering *stribution

on Lay 11, 1922 by Senate -Joint

ting and binding plus 10 per

pas enacted on June 30 1932 by
ation Act of 1933. --The amendment
ation bill, and the.legislatiVe

Iiowever, the, legislative his Avows that the' original prcrosal

in 1932 was'containea in N.R: 11267,72d Congress, and as pasvd by the

House provided,an -increase in the surcharge "to the basic coWefprinting
and binding from 10 percent to 30 pdcent, The Surcharge Ibis subsequently'-

increased-to 50 percent in- a Senate Amendment,'andthe'higger figure vas
accepted in Conference. Novever, time wording of the 1922 Iiw'vhich

Specified "printing and binding" as the basic cost before the surcharge
was changed .to "cost as ddteiiined by the Public Printer". The intent

of the increase from 30 to 50 percent in the Senate 'Version was to split',
the-difference on a "discount of notte-eXcced.g.5".percent (to) be allowed
to authdrized book dealers and- quantity purchaseii":- It s expeqted .

that book dealers would. take over a large part of the market fo r-selling
government publications an& thereby red* the adminisprative costs di
the Superintendent of Documents. This has lot occured. Although not

conclusive, there is very strong evidenbe,t t the legislative intent
of the 1932 amendment vas merely to increase le-surcharge, and there
vas no intent to change the formula to determin basic cost (5...e. psi tifg
and binding) upon which the 50 percent surcharge tras to .be le ed. Uothing

mentioned about the program becoming'"aelf-sustaining ". Th programs

was netting a small net profit on -the surcharge, and it appears that -- 14b

Congress assumed, it voLd2continue to operate at-a small, but tomeuhat--
larer profit Iiith the increased surcharq.

. The GAO Reprot of Eovember'19, 1974 verifies_that'GPO has' over the
years arbitrarily changed the foimula for pricing sales publications.
'phis fact had been previously reported in louse Report Lo. 2945, PartII,
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' 84th Congress, 2d session; Publications 1...e...merrt.' in the United States

Government, Janthap 2, 19571. A third account of changes in the pricing
formula is proyided in a'GPq 'study,- dated June 23,. 1975, "Pricing of Public
Documents". There are some minor differences among the three versions.

g ,
,-'

All three reports indicate that between 19'32, and 1936 the traditional
formula vas continued: i.e, printing and binding costs, pis 'the surcharge
of 50 percent. The GAO report indicates that in 1936 tie formula uas
changed, to "printing and binding cost plus 25 percent" o cover any C.94--
that would be incurred in reprinting a publication. The .50- -percent` ,

markup was added to this total cost". TAisresulted in an 8'0 markup.
The GPO, stalSiolin'dibates-the-additibil of.a 25,"; reprint factor in

'A. s-..1 1936, but is not clear whether the 502 Surchar was applied to the

printing and binding costs for a total marku -1 75;, or upon the reprint

factor as well for ern-effectiv of 07-2). The House Report indicates
that prior to 1953 a "reprint facto of 2 and "administrative factor"

of 20r; 'had been added, but gives nos-arting%ate. -Th GAO Report-indicates

expense factor of 25.1,, increasing the markup to 7.Z 'before the osition.
that i 1953 a "postage' factor" of 25% was added, also an nistrative

of the mandatory 54.; surcharge, resulting in a total markup of 162 .
Kouse Report does'net_mention-ailpoStage factor ,of 25j, but it does in-)

zidicate that inH...averiber 953 the "reprint '' ctor" was increased from 25%
. to 50(k;, and in October 155 the "adiinistrati ctor" vas increased

froM 20% to ; alsO'for an effeCtivemarkup of- 7 0 ver printing and
,

.binding cos before the Mandatary 5O surcharge. Lu. Au 1973 an
entirely w prieing.forMula was adopted based on multiplying e printing

-and ba, costs by a sliding factOr. of 2.625 to 3.0 (i.e, a mar .. of

lW,,to 200%) and thenadding-t stage charges to this total. The

r.- , 0 surcharge required by-:UTArbas not c_luded as much, but Was incor-
.

.. loratedsinte,the formula. The 1973 formula -and later changes trill be
.- discussed below,

. /

le all three reports e that GPO added a markup' of 75r., to t

basic sprinting and binding costs from 1955 'onward, they do nat_apree on.
uheth r the mandatory 505-surcharge uat applied onlY to the prinang,and
bindi,g costs for_an effective markup of 125%, or was applied after the,
gadded,7.5a.markuli.-for, an eifectiyemarkup of 16*.). The GAG and Housb,

Reportp also. do 114 agFec on the', legaaity of the added markup of 75)%
The GAO,RePort.concludes that the "Paa-L--Zkin!cris interpretation of '

-1-0:001'diff_ers-fraiipaSt interpretations, but uhe_public Printer.is

complying with the law which allows him to deterniE6-cost. Also' the ,

Publ,fc Printer'sintexpretation of 'cost' has received tact congressional
'approval in that he' s made his, views known to the House and Senate
Appropriations COL tees through the annual hearings_ and has not met
opposition". Cp.1 -.

/ f
$ .

\4OweVet; it is difficult for ne to reconcile this conclusion with
the GAO's oun 'account of the legislative history in its 1974- report. In

_dismissing the rebarks of the Public Printer in support of the 1932
amendment, the GAO Report states "it seems clear ... that 'cost' as used ',,

by the Public Printer teas intended tb mean printing and binding cost". ..

.GAO concluded that "the legislative history ... appears to indicate that
the 1932 amendment uas intended to increase revenue by raising, the
perooni-lua markup of ..,0 sent and the 'Cost ',..lereofe meant the printing

16
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and binding cost, or at most, the cost to the Superintendent of:Documents
of acquiring publications from the Public Printer for sale to the public".

'The latter term is clea4y'ideatified. as the line item in the .Financial.
StateMent of the Sales Publications Program which is called "cost of
utaications sold" and/or "cost, of publications paohased for resale".
The fact that the Appropriations Committees have over the years accepted
the faulty interpretation of the' Superintendent of- Documa is without
challenge does not change the legislative intent of the law.

I

Indeed, the ;-louse Report also indicateb thvt in the 1950's the GACi--
had taken a different position on the legality of the,751 marl t The
House Report concludes that the "present selling prices not only i ude
the statutory markup of 50 percent, but also'incIude other factors ide
tilled as 'reprint factor' and 'administrative expense factor' tihich in
their,aggregate..Rezi.stated by theGenere,1 Accounting Office to not meet
the statutory criterion". (p.29) The House'Diport uas also critical of
"the concept which,ondiders the profit'deriVed from the ,sale of publi-
cations to consitute a source of Government revenue." Ddring the 1950is
and 1960's the imposition of the additional 75; markup had restated in a
net profit of over 25 annually from the sales program. This led the
House report to conclude that "it does not appear that the public interest
is best served by unnecessarily increasing the'price of Government publi-
*cations, which are preprnalAy printed for the edification q'the people,,
so as to derive excessive profits from their sales. 'Such.a practice is,
in effect, the imiositien.of another form of tee., (p. 80)

The general price leVel for GPO sales publications had been -increased
in 1968; ;which GPO reports was the first change since 1953. Houevei, -this
was not due to a change in the pricing formula used by the Superintendent,
of pocuments, but vas apparently an updating of cost factors in theformula,
used by, the printing plant to determine the basic printingand binding
costs. I did not investigate` the pricing policy 6f :the Public Printer ,

to determine the basic printing and binding "xider'costs". ouevei,
this,is'also a, subject of controversy. The editor of the iiontlily, Labor
ReviemolaiMS that GPO costs for printing and binding (as uell as distri-
bution costs)-- are excessive, and that if the agency were allotted to lit
out its on contracts it could get substantially lower print inu and C

binding COsts'(as vell,as lover subscription fulfillment costs). 0n the
'other hand, Prank Varner in an article In The i:ation, 'larch 22,2075,
"Government Printing Office: a Very Odd Publishing house" (p. 340 '

criticizes the "unwise increase of commercial panting procurement" since,
the establiihment of the Federal Printing Procurement Program_in 1968.

argues that this is a reversal of
, palicywhich resulted in the

founding of the Government Printing Office in 1061: .e. to take printing
at from private printers who were then (and he claims are nou) gouging
the Government. .Kearly 70,S of GPO printing is let out on contract to
_private printers, and most'of that is executive department printing,
Lost of the 310`,,accomplished in-house by GPO is congressional printing,
reinforcing the argument that GPO considers itself primarily as a
Congressional Printer. .

As fox-'the sliding scale formali.of 2,625 to 3.0 times printing
and binding casts :Mich uas adopted in AugUst 1973, a 1975 GPO study,
"The Pricing of Gaverhmpnt,Publicatleng undDr Section 170e, Title 14 ",

17



0

t4e7.0

;15-

concludes that thp 2.625)ras obtained by-adding all factors in the old
fermula: i.e. 100; printinG and binding costs, plus 75.; mnrkuPt
Plus 5O surcharge oa the 175.; (or 87 c ;) 3ivinG a grand total of 262.5;.
Although the old formula already contained a 25f, markup for postage, the
neu formula a.dded the postage charges to the. 6Tand total of 262.5;3'.

HoeNcier, in e*plai the net, sliding scale formula to Congress,
the Publi Printer did not mention the 50,-, surcharge required by law or'--
indicate that' it had been incorporated into the ne formula. During
the Senate hearings on Legislative Branch Appropriations `for FY 1975, he
reported ttat he hoped the new formula-would get the program back on a.
It self-sustaining" basis. He vas strchg.13hided by the Chairman for not
Riming for a 50 percent profit.

.

"Don't-you ever come before this cemmittee with 50-percent
leeway under the- Jai* and using that expression you hope to het it

- to a breakeven point. You get my above it. Before come up for
the supplemental saying that you are broke because you didn't
charge lough. You vi..11 be in trouble. The r doesn't allow it".
p. 12

Then the Public Printer announced a revised pricing forMUla for
'publications der the nett General Sales Program during :louse haarings on
Legislative Branch Appropriations for FY0.977 he vas careful to mention
'that the mandatory 50 percent surcharge. waktincluded. .

"This revised scale vas developed-with the intent to recover all
coats associat& uith,the program. We developed this neu scale in
such a manner as to segregate publications into three categories,
that is, invididual publications, subscriptions to dated periodicals,
and subscriptions to basies and>supplements: We analyzed our costs
to identify more accurately .than ever before the cost associated ":
Trith handling and disiributing specific categories of publicatiOnS4
These costs were added to the. printing and binding costs, the 50
percent markup factor vas then added to these costs and the postage.
added to arrive at the selling price". (P. 426)

The Public Printer was also-careful to emphasize that the surcharge
of 5COsigainot imposed on the postage- charges. However, GPO has not pro-
vided specific percentages associated uith the "distribution costs"' -

markups. It has also been reluctant to provide any hard information on
the pricing formula for these markups. Apparently the Public Printer
feels that the term "cost as determined by the Public Printer" uhich
Gives him the authority to arbitrarilyv.stablish basic printing and
binding "rider costs" alsO gives him the iithority toarbitrarily estab-
lish"distribution costs" bo be used as a basis for:pricing publications.
.I do net agree. An analysis, of the Financial'Statement of'the Sales .

Program for the three fiscal years, 1972, 1973, and 1974 relevals that
-printing andtinding costs'accounted for 21;.; of the costs of the proGraa,
and the "distribution-costs" for the remaining 7Z. Postage costs alone
,accounted for 23Z of the costs or 105 of the basic printing and binding
"rider cos*,

In 1975 the Public 'Printer divided the sales publications program
into ttio-64arate programs: the Spacial Sales Program which includes
publieoi,11-1r. over uhioh GXdnoo, not have complete authority to establish

18
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selling ces (primarily the gougeS42._ Recordrand e Federal
Register) and the General Sales Program Which includes other sales
publications overitlich*thapublic Printer has.authority to establish
prices under provisions of,sectidn 1700. During the h on Legis-
lative Bran*Atipropriation§ for FY 1976 the Public Print .asked for

.
appropriations of *4.2 millX9n which would subsidize'the -cial Sales
Program. The request was' approved, and a similar *pima:- or $44.7 ,,
million was approved in the VI 1977 GPO appropriations. I addition,
the actual figures for FY 1974 sales program were corrected to proVide
.amounts for a General Sales Program and a Special Sales Program. -

,r.

The price for the daily Congressional Record had been set at 0:50
per month on March 3, 1366 by a joint cangresSional resolution which was
later included.in the Printing At of 1895 and subs 3quently codified as
section 906, Title 44, U.S., Code. -In 1970, section.906,wasamended.as_.
follous by Public Law 91-276, ap 'lied Jpne 12, 1970: "The Public Printer

Public Printer upon the cost of ting and distribution, such price toIn
may furnish the daily Record to s'*cribers at a price determined by the

be payable n adVance". The lau uas further amended by Public Lau 93-314,
approved June 3, 1974 which transferred that part of section 906 dealing
with pricing to section 910 and added the folloting provision: "The

Congressional Record shall be entitled to be nailed at the same rates of
poStage at which Any newspaper or other periodical publication, lath a
legitimate list of paid subscribers, is entitled to be mailed".

The 1974 chango.was the.result of a disagreement between the Joint,
Committee on Printing and thePostal\Service on who had authority to es-
.tablish postal rates on mail subscrlptions for the Record, and the proper
rate. JCP claimed that the .daily Record qualified for second -class nem-
paper rate which GPO estimated would Cpst,R52,050 for 35,000 mail sub -
scriptions in 1974. ,The Postal Servio claimed it did not qualify for
2d class rate. GPO had been sending the daily Record at 1st class rate .

at a cost of '1;9,278,500 annually.--
.

On June 22, 1970 the Public Printer proposed tothe JCP ChairMan tb"
increase= subscription price of the daily Record to A5 starting in
1971 io make it "self- sustaining ". The request was approved June 29, 1970.
Howeverthis,action set a precedent in that the Public Printer now feels
that he must haVe JCP approval in order to Change the subscription price
of the Record despite the fadt that P.L. 91-276 gives him a clear mandate
to establish the price "upon cost of printing and distribution" without
reference to'Congress. In the House hearings onLegislative Branch.
Appropriations for FY 1977 he reported that it costs ;130 annually to
print and distribute the daily Record (p. 40,,,but that he has, been
unable to get approval from JCP to increase subscriptions prices.in,orAe
to get it on a "self-sustaining" .basis again. 'In' addition to the C6n
,7ressional Reard, the following concreSsionarpublications axe also in-
eluded in the' Special Sales Program: Congressional Directory, Congressional
.0.ctorial Directory, r2m Capitol, EMinent Americans, Our Flag, The Con-
stitution, 'llow Our Iars Ace fade, Cur Aperican Government; Pledge of .

Allegiance, and History of House AgRerresoatatives.
0

The PubIid,Printer'estimated 'that for FY 1977, the Special Sales
Itegram would Oaed.a subsidy of y4.7 million. Over 4;3 million Of this
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was needed to subsidihe the Federal.Be *st r system of pu cations', 1

The pricing of the Federal 11.2 9/ is g erned by sectio 1504, Title
44, U.S. Code which provides that "the pI .e to be chared for the
Federal Register may be fixed by thAdministrative COP ittee of the
Federal Registeestablished by section 1506 of this t tle without
reference to restrictions placed upon and fixed for e sale of ,s .

Government publications byeections 1705 and 1708 of.this,title", The
Administrative Committee of the Federal,Register consists of three
persons: the,!trehivist of the United'States, an officer of the Depart-
ment of Justice-appointed by the Attorney General, and the Public Printer.
The Public Printer reported to6the House-Subcommittee on Legislative
Branch Appropriations for FY 1977 that he had proposed an increase in
the subscriPtion price of the Federal Register to make it sel3:`7sustaining.
However, his proposal died in committee for lack of a second. (p. 495) ,
In 1975 the Administrative Committee had approved a nominal increase in
the subscription price from $45 to-$3p annually. The Public Printer,
reported that it now costs $129 annually to print and distribute copies
of the Federal Re aster. The Special Sales Programs also includes the
following titles: List of CPR's Affected, Weekly Compilation of Presiden- .

tial Documents, U.S. Government Manual CodeCode of Federal Regulations, and
Public Papers of the President of the United States.

F
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VI.. Analsenantement,ofGp0 Sales Protxam

The Government Printing C2fice he s for many' years provided, the

Subcommittees on LegiEjative Branch AppropriaAons with statistical'
tables that provide 'a revealing history ,of the gales Publications Program.
I have inclUded a consolidated summary of significant items for the years
1962 to 1974. (see Alopendxi D) The first insertion in the appropriations
hearings is a financial statement of the sales publications program which
is now titled: lovernment Printing Officer Revenue, Expense, and Retained
Earnings, Sales f Publications". It was earlier titled "Income and Ex-
pense Statement, Saperintendent of Documents-Sale of Publications". Es-

sentially the "same line items have appeared since 1962 with -few exceptions.
iTo statement was inserted in either the House or Senate Appropriations

- hearings for fisaatflears 1966 and 1977 irhich would have provided the
actual figures for seal yeari 1964 and 1975, respectively. lines 1

through 13 on the consolidated table are takert4from the Financial Statevent.
o

The second' regular insertion has been a series of two statistical
tables. The first is a "SUmmary of Uor4load" for the Superintendent-of

---Do_ctuaints which includes the following activities: number of sale orders;
iettei6-of-inquiiry, amount of es (line 1 on the consolidated table);

licnumber of pubationsfsoldis(lizie 15 on the..consolidated table); publica-
tions distributed for other Government agenciesi number of publications .

.distributed.to depository, libraries; and number of publications cataloged
and indexed. The second table'consists of only tiro line items, but it
is more significant to this report. It is now called "Appropriations and
miscellaneous ileceipts". Its earlier title was'"Appropriations and
Earnings". The first line, (line 15 on the consolidated table) lists
"Appropriations, all.SuDocs Programs". The second line -(line 16 on ,the

consolidated table) is now called "Iiiscellaneous receipts to Treasury".
It was previously called "Earnings (miscellaneous receipts to Treasury) ".

Lines 1 through 13 are a consolidation of dine items from the Finan
cial Statement of the GPO Sales Publications Program. Line I shows. income
or revenue from the sale of publications. In theleitings for FY' 1976-
appropriations, separate statement, were furnished for the General Sales
Program andtkie'Special Sales Program with actual figures for FY 1974.
I have also shown theSe as a combined figure. _ Line 1 shows a gradual
rise in sales' from .40,902,0Q0 on 54,762,000:publications in FY 1962 to
23,160,000 in FY 1973 on,salps of 78,000,000 publteitions.. This representii

an increase of IIZZ in income on an increase of 42% in volume. However,
there was a sharp increase of in income from 1973 to 1974 based oft
an increase of only 7:5 in volume, reflecting the'sharp rise in GPO prices.

Lind 2, "Other Incdme" combines three separate line items from the
Financial Statement: gratuitous revenue (sale of other Government publi-
cations by other sales agents of Superintendent of Documents); deposit
accounts inactive for 10 years and unidentified remittance; and unredeemed
.public'documents coupons. The hearings on FY 1976'Appropriati,ons added a-
fourth line item: sale of waste paper. The-exceptional figure bf
.13,197,00,,,fbr FY 1972 includes an'extraordincry item of ..1.2,702,000

which.repredents a supplemental approPiiation transfer in this amount
for mIsixissio,and axpenses_Amottiy postage). The exceptional figureof
$6,759,000 anlaItraordinaiyitem of ,;56,214,000,for'
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/a supplemental appropriation transfer apin for-salaries and expenses -;
'(mostly postage)_ to'riahe up the operating deficit for these years. Line
3, "Total Revenue" is obtained by adding Lines 1 and 2.

Lines 4 through 3 arwntered on the Financial Statement under the
subheading "expense", Line 4-uaepreviously titled "Cost of publications
for resale", and'now called "Cost of publications sold". Ibelieve that
the amount on'thWline is the '!cost" referred to in section 1700 to which
the Superintendent of Documents should add the 50 percent;surcharge to
obtain'a selling price for publications. Again there is a sharp rise in

%- expense (p2i) from 1973 to 1974 14sdd on an increase of only the
number of publications spade Tie main culprit for the sharp rise-in
prices is shown in Line 5, ':Postage for 4:ales copies mailed". "'here was
only'a Gradual increase from 1962 to 1971, when there was a sharp rise

'Item ..2,065,000 in FY 1971-to A5,057;000 in FY 1972.. This figure fell
back considerably during.the next tiro. years toabout 41 million. This'
uas due primarily to the change'in postal rate classiplcation for the
Conraessional Record ,from first class to second clas newspaper 'rate.
The earlier pogErigtes had been established in 1955 and wore not changed

.untie,PY 1972 I's:Moving the establishAent of the United States Postal
toSerIlice. The increases from 1955 to 1971 were due to Increases- in the

volume of mailings,-uhich were pro -rated against the basic /1955 rate'scafle.,.

L1ne6 represents "Unsalable Publications" which have been sold for
scrap or else discarded:- Line 6, "Abinistrative Expense" vas. added for
the bearings on PY 1960 Appropriations lath actaal figures for FY 1966. .

.E0e-elanation.has been given in the hearings for this item which by
'FY 1974 had actin to a considerable annual expense, of'ftearly1.5 Million.
During the House hearings onLegislative Jranch appropriations ,or FY 1977,
the JCP Chain*, Myne Hays uas palticularly criti cal. of 'the extent. of
such "overhead"-ieemg uhich led him to,call,620 an "lineptly'run Poderal

* bureaucracy, in uhieh you are getting,pout 10 Yieicent efficiency and --.',
:productivity froM employees ". (p.,1171) Line 3, "Total Expense" is,. .1

iobtained'by adding Lines 4 thxoteh 7.
,r',`

.
\

,

Line 9, irilet Operating Income" is obtained * slibtracting,Line 3,
"Total Expense" from Line 3, "Total Revenue('. In the mid 1960's this
line item was alled,"Adjusted Gro = Xarnings". In the FY 1976 Financial - '°

. Statement it is cagd n fore deduction of 'Salaries and
. . 1

c-\
.

expehses' appropriation oxpendit . ,This line represents the amount --
uhich_is-turned).nto the U.S. i easury s "iiisceLlaneous receipts". It

__---41he same amount which is r the fable of "Appropriations and
---- niscellaneoui 'Receipts". e am is for'FY 1972 and FY 1973 can be mid-

leading for the reasons indicated above, since they include in Line 2,
"Other Inpome",

ee supplAentaliappropriations for salaries and
expenses. Correci ,/ ed figures for FY 1972 /mug show a deficit of
;4;1-,462000 and fitrPY 1973 a deficit .of 4,261,000....

/
3._

Line 10 r presents the total for about 11 separate items of expen-
ditures from pproiiriattd hinds. Linea 11 an4, 12 of-the consolidated
table repress'epres t tiro of the mor4,bignificant line items -uhich maize up this
total. Lin 11 shots PPersOnal2Compensationn'or "Salaries", Uhibh ill
ludtrated . other reason for. the sharp rise in oxl)en6es'End sales prices.
This oxpe,de raw,: craauatly .arum )2 tWion to -113i million 3,.n the 19 's.
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In the five ars.frop 1960 to 1974 this expense increased 268;.; 'to over
$13 million. no 12 lists w-cqiielei-for-Nommunications" uhick is mostly
postage.. Prior to the FY'1976.stateaent (FY 19;214- actual) the figure vas

/ broken out Of a large line item called "rent, communications, and utili-
ties". The FY1976'statement-Provided onlyethe consolidated expense with,-
out the separate breakout. This was a rfiaativelyAnsignificarit item '

through FY 1971. The epeptionally 4igh figure of $12,823,000 for FY 972
includei-thp supplemental appropriation of 42,702000 mentioned above.
Likewise; the figure of 49,640,000 for FY 1973 includes the supplemental
appropriation of )6,214,000. Doweqr, the'heaxing record does not explain
the reason for the continuanc f-the high figure far:FY 1974.

Line 13, 7let-Eaingt." is obtained by subtracting Line 10, "Expen-
ditures from-Appropriated Minds" from Line 9; "'Jet Operating Incomes::
ads -the. "bottom line" which tells tthethet the program has broken even

(i.e. self-lsustaining)--or Ailade_a_profit. or loss. Line 14, "Profit on
i-s notpart of the Financial Statement. I have computed this per-

centage based al the relation of Line 1, "Sales" to Line 13, "Eet Domingo".
It very graphically illustrates that threudhout the 1960's government pub-

Ilications were co istently overpriced by nearly 25; due to the unwarranted
added markup of /0.-

4

.44

____Lines--15'through 17 show items uhiph were regularly published ih
two adjoining tables in the 'appropriatiohs heartmEo.* tine 15, niumber
of,Pubaicatiofis Sold" is taken from the table titled "Summary of liorkload".
Lines 16 and 17 are the tiro ling items of the Table mu called "Appropri-
ations and Ii.i.scelloneous Redapts". Line 15..shous the total,appropria-
tions.for all Superintendent of DecumentErprograms. Another financial,
statement in the hearings provides the breakout for the appropriations
anotea to each program as follows: sales distribution,(same as Lines 9

- and17)Kdistribution for other agencies; depositor/ library distribution;
cataiduland and indexing; and contingency-fUnd. The second line of the
table (Lirie 17) during the 1960'swas calIed#Darftings (udseellaneous
receipts to Treasury)".

During the 1960's the SuperintendentOf Documents invariably in his
,-

piepared statement to the Appropriations Subcommittees ,pointed with pridg

. e
. to this second table which-shows that "earnings' from the sales--program

not only covered the expense of that program, but also the expense of the
"non-revenue producing" omeratiOnsf his.office. i7his traS true for the
years 1960 through 1967 and again for 1969 after the 1968 price increase.
Howpver, the. Superintendent of Documents neglected to volunteer the in-
formation that ;Gine 17 representdd*"gross" earanag and not "net" earnings.
During the hearings on FY 1971 ail priations he was forced to confess
to Chairman Andrews in the'House.primarily at the prompting of Public

. Printer" Harrison) that his "net" or real) profit eras only-about $2 million
and ;ot over 40 Million plus as shown on the table. (p. 613). During
the Senate appropriations hear-Ingo/the same year, Chairman hontoya, through ---
astute'questioning ried the same idmigAion from a reluctant Superinten-
dent of Documents. (pt 478)

4 4



-21-

. VII.. User Charges; of Free and Sales Publicati

. Although I do not,accept the'PubliC Printer'Sinterpretation of sec-
.

tion 1708 that the go sales publication program must be Hilly selL7sus-
taining& this financial philosophy appears t ordanoe with federal

policy on-"user.charges". Such policy ua di by section 501, Indepen-
..r.-dent Appropriations Act of 1952, and'co ed as'section 483a, Title 31, ..

United,States Code.

"It is the sense of the,Congress that any .. publication
issued by any Federal agency ... shall be self7sustainiffg to the fUll

extent possible ... and the head:of each Federal agency is authorized
by regulatiOn.,:s: to prescribe therefor such foe,.chaxge,00r,price

to be fair and equitable_t*ia6 into consideration direct and
indirect cost to the Government,'value to the recipient, public
Voli4y1.or interest served, and otfier-pdrtinent factd ..."

It would appearAhat the key phrase in the Act pertinent to the GPO
%sales publications program is "shall be self-sustaining to the full extent
possible". However, judicial interpretation of this section provides
interpretation -of the equally significant term." public policy or interest

, 7
_'sired ". The footnotes'to the U.S. Code Annotated provide this analysis:

"This section tom enacted to allou Federal agencidS to recoup
posts 2tom identifiable 'special beneficiaries' where the-services

-rendered:inuredeto-the bapefitof special recipients and not to the
general Publics "..Under''provision of this section's:. reasonable
charge should be made.^te each. identifiable recipient for-measura e

unit or amount of government service or property from uhich he
derives special benefit, and no charge should be made for services'
when'identifi %en-of ultimate. beneficiary is obscure and services
prihaxi refit bro y-the general pablic".

. ,

_

si neither the go sales publications program nor any other fedaral
gram must be fully 8E1f-sustaining., As taxpayers ue. support many pro-

grams from uhich ut-as individuals receive no directl'identifiable benefit .
However, such programs are financed from public funds since-they nerve $---

theKteneral public interest. Federal programs must be
orilitito-thb extent to which serve "special ben?MaarT607.7;-Pdbiic

uhich buy covernmett documents to mke--overnment information
available to citizens Ilould probably not consider themselves to be
"special beneficiaries": Other types of libraries, including not only

o academic_and school libraries, but special librarlet-es-uell serve the
ga99ral"interest to a,greater or le r extArkt. Wen making publications

fable to citizens at_a rea onable price serves the public interest
in most cases.

Tie Dablid Printer is not adverse to federal subsidies for sales
----ipublicatiOns, especially for-libraries. HMSO allous a 51X'Akeoupt to

publicly supported libraries on sales of British government doduments.
However, the Public Printe oe that such subsidies should come from
fund appropriated to the blishing agencies who presumably
knou better ubich publications hav blic tnterest or value. lam the
other hen& ho In tha . on Appropriations for FY

--- 24
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977,that agencies can't providA an- unbiased evaluation of the sales
potential of their-pnblications.' "Every.editor,rho eneratas a neu publi-
cation thinks it is a best s.-.Ller, another "Gone with the Wind', and,
believe me, many-are not". (p. 453)

The problem of establishing a fair pricing policy is cpmplicated by
the historical practice of issuindpublist r, agencies providing, free
copies of many GPO sales titles to indivi Is and organizations, either
through automatic distribution on mailing lists, or upon individual re- ,
quests. Indeed, the Superintendent of Do ents is directly involved irci
distributing free publications through his Statutory pistribution Service,
and throuh the operation of the Consumer Information Center Distribution
Facility at"Pueblo, Colprado. These distribution services are financed
from appropriated funds. The Superintendent of Docu!lents also operates
the DepOsitary Library System under, ,which approximately 1,e00 libraries
throughout the country receive selected categories of publications free
of charge. The entire program is financed from appropriated funds, under
provisions of Chapter 19, Title 44, United States Code.,

This situation has.notchanged much.from 1949 then James L. EcCamy
trade the following assessment in his Government Publications for the '1

'Citizen: Report of the Public Library Inquiry:

''Despite the fact that government documents are theoretically
for salx, nest of them are given army. Only the unirformed, the .

modest, the hurried, .or the righteout buy them, for 'y going to the
:1-ssning agencies, or to Congress one apparently can .usually by-pass
the Printing Office. The 1,,i,jerity,of Federal pUblichtions are dis-
tribute by agencies chose policies vary, but tend toUard generosity,.

ouch some agencies recently appear to be tightening up on its
Q to individuals. There is no rational policy dividing sales from'

gifts". (p. LA)

After Concocting hearings in 1956 on the "Sale and Listribetio /
Government Publications by the Superintendent of Documents", the, Su
committee to Study Federal Printing and Paperuork of the Committee on
House Administration made the follbuing recommendation:. Caouse Report
84-2945, Pt. p. 80)

I

I
"There is need for enatment of legislation which rill clearly

set"forth the policy of theiGovernmeni so as to distinguish betireen
those' publications rhich may be distributed to the public vi.thout
cost to the recipients and ithose which must' be purchased from. the
Superintendent of DocumentS. The needed legislation should correct
the.paradoxial condition n u existing rhereby many publieltions
may be obtained vithout co t, if requested from the issuing.agpncy
or flembers of Congress out of quotas available to theA, but for a.
price if- ordered from the Superintendent ofDocuments".

more recently, Ralph Uaddr in his,sYnlicated column of January-5,
1975 undeir the headline, "C 0;, and Wean" made the folletrIn§e0iments:

.3

"The GPO's-pricing policy-Suffers from several c ctions
... Year after year; most governMent documents are stributed
Cro© to nit-isAnn 171-lo TcnovuhOla.to aa:(such heir member of
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other government agencies for interna.1 or public
on. Estimates indicate that no more than 15 percent

governm-, ents are sold". -

o significant to this=dibbussien on financial philosophy is
ederal information policy. The recent trend has been for more open9ass,

o and lesesearevyin gOvernment, and to make information more freely -
,available to the public as exemplified by the Freedomixe Intonation Act,.
Jrivacy'Act, Federal AdvisoryCommittee Actyand Government in the Sun-
shinejegislatIon. However, "freecom of information" *es not autdmatii0.-

% tally provide the applicant with information "fre4:0tadhara&:. Federal r.

\agencies are authotizad to charge fees by. section 50(a)(4)(A), Title 5,
4,J.S,-COde lihich."shall be limited to reasonable standard charges'for
document, search and duplication, and provide for recoverytof oni

, direct costs of such search and duplioatitnr. .However ;V' has an added,

proviso similar to that found in section 483a, T' e 31 "Documents shall,
-Be furnished iiithou'echarge* at a reduced t e where ;;he agency, e-

termines that naiver or reduction of the 'ee isin the public interest.
-because 'furnishing-the information can be considered as primarily benpfit- /

it the general public".
'

The Consumer Information Center provides anqsxample There
mittees on Appropriations have given tacit approVal`to a policy of pro-
viding free distribution of government publications. The'Consu*
Information Center nab establiihed.oh October 26, 1970 bly3xechtive Order
11566. One of its main responsibilities is to increase public krareness..,.*

of,' and provide maximutriCcessibility,fo consumer..infomration: thle
primary vehicle for "doing this is the quarterly consumer ItIformation
Index. More thin 20 million copies of Ole index are anit, 3r,

aPproximately.2/3d.of the, total by_members of Congress; .The,Index fo
Summer 1976- lists and annotates 238'condther pUblicatiOns; of yhich

tare Tree. The remaining 107 areinexpensive publications, of ,r only-
12 cost more than one de:0'1er. These publkcations aredistribl4bd from
central distribution facility at Pueblo",,,COlorado, which is Operated.',

by the Supprintendent,of.Documents.'The Center's 'a v. priationb cover
the-toSt dfyiblishineAnd bulk distributiop.of:th. Index, The issuing.

_:emiles-Dirnibh the free.Publicatons. Operatic, of the distribution

-404
fedi y is covered by'approprii to the goveriment Print* Office.

ge the Center's I duet is devotat,to a nationalpublic
'service campaign- with announcem nts on televibiOn and radio, and adver-
tiselnents in magazines which- e ha.sizg-the index and availability of
publiea.tidifs. PA national:*caMpaim vas conducted 'in late 1975 and earl
1976 in cooperation' with General ..(I17.1.s to advertise free, Department of
Agriculture nutrition pamphlet, "The,hing ths,4breatt Forgot". ,)...143!':

campaign caused the public Peinfer to ask fa*. a supplemental approprition
of 4;900,000 foir4 1976- to cover costs of respcnang.'rtO. the Increased. ,

norklOad;:/..,-
11,
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on of GPO Pri i Polio

On Question 13 of the GPO Users Survey, .11 ails were asked to
give they opinion of a,proper policyfor the pri )of GPO sales publi-
cations., They were presented with the statement t "the Public Printer
has claimed that the GrO sales program should be fully self-sustaining,
and the full costs$f publications, including the basic printing costs
andadded administrative and overhead costs should be borne by the user".
They were asked to choose among the folloir)g *ions:

a

s. Price should cove± all costs (fully self-sustaining)."'
be Price should cover basic-print. only; administrative 'and

overhead costs should be subsidized by ampopriated funds.
,

c. Price should cover, basic printing costs and postage :other
s- administrative costs should be subsidi1ed.

d. Price should cover basic printing costs and administrative
costs, less postage; Postage costs should be subsidized.

e. Other.

The'respcmsebroken by

costs

type of library is shown be ow:

b. Basic c.Printing d.dostit
Wattal +Postage "Postage e. Cther Total

N * *

Acadeinic 17 (20.5) 27 (32.2i0 32 (39.00 j (3.70 3 (3.70 82'

4 (13.3;) 1, 11'36.70 12 (40.05) 2 (6.7) 1 (3.30 '30

' 1 400%) 1.

1 (25,..) 1. (25S)

Public

School

Special

'\
N2 (50';')

Special/profit 10 (2

Special/UonProfit 5(22.80 5 (22.8 11 (50,%)''

C4vernment

Govt/Federal

Govt /State - 4(l3.2;:;)

Govt /Other

her

TOTAL:

3 (3.6%). 2 (5.750 35

1 (4.16) 22

l'(2M) 2 (W) % 5

3 (42.9-M'a. (14.3) 2 (28.55) 1 (14.3;) 7

9 (40.%4 7 (31.9,4 1 (4.574 1 (4.55) 22

2 ,(20.6%) 2 (28.60 2 (28.6%) 1 (14.21) 7

(&) 5A- (ft.')

40(21.8%) -65 (29.6,(S) 79 (35. a15 0:80 13 (5.9M 220

sempl% .1 e types of'litmaries.was not large enough to
d comparisons. e .4-._ st {group responding wore academic

eir,respons generally .-'.sponded to the average for
ly 23.X felt the GPO =:les,program should be illy

edt significant croup agreeing with this poliy
fit institutions S). At, the

t
SO
WO
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other end were the public litrarians (13.50_ Over 72% of the librarians
recommended, some type of 4absidY, and of the three choices presented the
most popular was to subsidize the administrative and overhead expenses
(less postage) of the `Superintendent of Documenth 05.0); the second most
popular was tp Subsidize aLl.s..admini'strative and overhead: costs including.
Ostage (29.4%); and the least popular subsidy was to cover postage costs
(6.0;0. The major groups of librarians generally. -made their
choices in this order,-except thatthe.first choice of the state govern-
-went- librarians was a subsidy for all administrative and overhead costs
-including postage. Their response for this choice (40.9) Was well above

*, the average.

Librarians favor partial subsidies to reduce the prices for GPO
publications and bring them back to a reasonable priceevel. While the
high percent in favor of subsidies was not surprising, the librarians`
first choice of option ne, and the lou.percent choosing option "d".was
surprising. I expected a highar percent to choose options mhich.pruside
a sabsiciy forupostage, since the increase in postage charges had been
identified,as the prime culprit for the sharp rise in GPO prices. Indeed,
the American Library Association has fevered subsidy of postage onimailing
government publications to libraries. Probably few, if any of the/respon-
dents were aware of how much each subsidy was worth. An analysis Of the
Financial Statements for the GPO Sales Program for the three fiscal years
1972, 1973, .and 1971 shows that the cost of "printing and binding "(i.e.
Line 4 on the consolidated table) accounts for only 21% of the cost of
the sales program. The "distribution costs" account for"the remaining
79 of the cost, of which postage accounts for 23i."; of the total cost.
Thus, the following subsidies Would be provided by the options: "b"
79$; "c" - 55A and "d" - If the Superintendent of Documents
priced sales publication's in accordance with the legislative intent of
the law (i.e. Printing and binding costs plus 50 percent), less than one
third (3W.wauld be recovered. A markup of 3? 'eras required to make
the program fully self- sustaining:
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. e d Publications t
. ,

Uoi only li s and other user's are 'cone about the She*g
rise in prices for GPO es publications. The is publishing agencies
are also concerned about t sing policy for publications vbich they
prepare and publish. The Governmentprinting OfTice is a central. Ling
establishment, and the Office of the SUperintendant of Documents is-Its

,

sales agent. GPO is not a publishing office: Unlike commercial practice, ,

the government publisher is forced to abdipate a iirge-degxee of. control ./

of its p4ications. During the hearings on Legislative &anckAplaroPri-
ations for FY-1977 in both houses, the Federal Editors Associationjan-or-

ganization of civil servants who write and edit publications of federal-----_,
agencies) submitted fob- he record a resolution adopted by the Association
on August 4, 1975. a

';

With' respect to the separation of publishing, printing, and sales
management, the Association said that "the present system of distributing
subscription publications to the public gives publishing agencies no
opportunity to manage the pUblications. Our agencies have the stdtu ory-
obligation to make information available-to-thefublic and to pay the
basic cost of publishing; but have no say in setting the prices oharg d
to ,the public ".

The Federal Editors Association has since dissolved and its membeis
have joined forces with the Government Information Organization to form
A new organization, the rational Association of Government Communicators.
It is understood that the new organizatibrits-also concerned about the-
lack of management control which issuing agencies have_over the printing =.
and selling of, their publications;

While I an unable to evaluate the-merits of the publishers' desire
for greater management control over the printing and sale of government,
publications (now the statutory responsibility of the Government Printing
Office), I feel that closer cooperation is needed between the issuing/
publishing,agencies and the GPO. The sharp rise in prices certainly had
an adverse impact on the information and publishing activities of these
agencies, and they should be consulted on these matters. A good example
of such cooperation is the recent action by the-Bareau of Labor Statistics
in obtaining price reductions of 10;,/, to 35; on' its seven most important--
subscription periodicals. These reductions were achieyed throwghalks
with GPO officials in which, it was mutually agreed that prices 'could be eft>

reduced bya, change from first class mailing to other satisfactory pos-
tal.clasaiiications ' which cost substantially less.

I also feel that there should be a full examination of Title 14,
U.S. Code particularly thspe chapters which are primarily a codification
of the Printing Act of 101. The character of government printing end
publishing has changed Odically'over the "past 00 years. -a 1095 the
Congress was the predo@inant branch of Government. Most executive de-.
partnents were concentiated in the Washington area, and did,a limited
amount of publishing, However, vith advent of the HeurBeal in the
1930's and the two World Wprs, tree executive branch has- expanded enor-
mously and its publishing activites dwarf those of the legislative
branch. Yet, the central agancy apppqnsple for government printing

29
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remainb in the legislative branch, and it would appear Gives preferred
treatment to congressional printing reduirements. ---f .-

,,
I feel that an oraaination of Title 44 should consider ultiRttier the T'

Government Printing Office should be transferred to the executive branch,
or uhether a comparable central printing "establishrtPntshould be provided
for the executive branch. In 1949, James IicCamy wrote -ii. his Goveindent
Publications for the Citizen that "the Government Printing. Office is i

primarily an executive ageney'in its :iiinction, and it .should Wirp_laced --

in the Rxecutivb Branch -of Goverment uldiere it could coordinate the
pablishing and clit4bution of publications for the entire government ".
(p. 60) In August 1975, Robert. B. Levis, Vice President; First national .
City ;lank of heir York in an -address at the annu0 meeting of the American
Statistical Asiocia.tion recommended "the establishment of a separate
printing office 'for the Thiecutive,Br?nch. , The GPO does, a good. and ef-
ficient 'job for the Legislative. Branch which controls its purse=strings;

,..it has done an increasingly expensive and unsatisfactory job for the
rixecutiVe "departments-and agencies and for the general public". -. -

Lieanuhire the Chairman of the Joint Committee on -Printing rogue ed a
supplemental appropriation of )300,000 for FY 1976 to "complete-a com-
Vrehensi-ve management review and analysis of the GoVernmett-Printing
Office's organizations, policies, system d and. processes". This request
uas incorporated into the Second Supplemental Appropriation Dill, 1976
(Ii.11. 13172) il_hich vas approved by the I-resident on June 1, 1976 as
P.L. '94 -303. The request resulted fop the appearance bf the JCP Chair-
man before the House bbommittee .on Lees ative 0;rancp ATIETcriati,obs
for PY 1977 in tilicli he 'ticized the overall: management of GPQ operations,'
and suggested. that a deter management studio of :GPO tras renuired.. Dis-
satisfaction uith the -GAO'S 'Report of 1:a:veriber 19, 1974on Prieirlie.x10.
the ,GAO survey on automAic_distribution, of -documents led to, the sugges-
ion to engage an outside consia t. (pp. 1169-ff) It is expected that,

a management consulting ,firm would co to a, study in six months and
revieu such "key activities as warehousing, bution, inventory -

management; product costing, pribing, and billing; rsonnel management;
product offerings and promotion; production planning and-Iantrol;-- pro-,
virement; management information, and long-range planning". . .

. -.
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X. Conclusions d Recommendations_,

The share In priced'for GPO sales publications since November,
1972.has greatly exceeded the rise in the Consumer Price Index, and in
prices for commercial publication.; These. price increases have had an
Adverse effect on the ability of American libraries-to provide. govern-
ment information to the American citizen.

.

One`of the main causes for' the sharp rise in GPO prices has been-
the increase in postal. charges following the establishment of the in-
dependent United States Postal SerVice and elimi,nation or reduction of
poStal subsidies. Thelargest price increases have been l'elt,in peri-
odicalsiand'other serial publicationsin which postage is a large com-
ponent of the price. -Postal charges could be reducabyproviding sub-
sidies to Postal Service. 'GPO should also consult with the issuing/
publishing agencies to insure that the lowest postal classification is
used which will still satisfy the needs of the user.t

The rise in GPO prices has also been due to significant increases
in salaries and other administrative expenses. These is reasonable'

' doubt as to whether the GFO Sales Program is operating as efficiently
,as it should. This topic should be investigated by theconsultant to
the Joint Committee on Printing. who will conduct a comprehensive manage-
ment survey of GPO operations. b ,

The Government Printing Office has since 1936 violated the legis-
lative intent bf the law governing the pricing-,of publications for sale
to the'pUblie (section 1708, Title 44,-United States,COde). The law

which ;provides that the price for. GPO sales publications shall be "based
on cost as determined by the Public.. Printer plus 50 percent" is subject
to different interpretation. Indeed, it his leen interpretated differ-
ently.even,the years by the rUblic Printer and other government.officials

' directly concerned with the program. The'law Should berevised if only
to prOvidepthe needed clarification.;

Wowever, revision%Of the law is urgently 'needed to bring it in line

with current phonemic tealitiss, and with general federal policy on user
charges.' The legislative intent of the lawAs that the selling pride o'
GPO sales publications-sW1 1 based ontrider costs for printing and
binding additional sales copies, plus a 50 percent surcharge to cove the
added "distrlbutiokcoste. From 1932 when the law.was amended until
1*, the Superintendent of Documents "followed the legislative intent
of the law and was able to make a small net profit on the 50,pertent
surcharge. From 1936. to 1955- the Superintendent of Doduments added a
2.5 markup for a reprint factor.° From 1955,to 1472, the Superintendent ;
.of Documents added'a.75 markup, 25; each for 'reprint, postage, and
administrative expense factors. This effective-118,40p of percent.. .

in-contradiction'of the legislative intent o'f the law resulted in annual
,net profits of about 25 percent. Uowevet, from -1972 to 1975 frith-the
rise in postage tests' and administratlVe expenses, the "distribution
costs" acceunted-far.794 of the costs. of the GPO sales program. /t

would have.reqVired'a surcharge bf 35(1, to maks the program self- ,
sustainibg, lalet64.s 50/130.F04nt suthediar-49, is allowed' by law.

. 0 ,
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Section1708 should -be, revised conform lath general federal policy°d,

on user: charges as-ekpressed in section 483a, Title.31,11ffited States
Code. This policy provides that government services for "special
beneficiaries".shoUId be_Self-sustainina to,the-fullest extent possible.
However, itaiso provided that programs vhich "primarily benefit broadly

the general public" may Wsubsidized,from, appropriated funds.

The - problem of establishing 'a fair pricing policy is complicated,
by the dichotomy of the federal government providing frar'pub2.ications
to some individnels or organizations (by the issuing/publishing agencies,
members of Congress, Consumer Information Center, etc.) and reauiring
others to, buy them from the Government Printing Office. Ilany citizens
are not aware of this largesse of 'the federal government. The sales

program of the Government Printing ,5)ffice -provided. a recognisable and

traditional central point from which citizens expect to be able to obtLin
overnment publications. Providing government publications to the

Ameridan citizen at reasonable prices from this central point benefits
broadly the general public. Education and advertising programs which .

A infora citizens of the.airailabiility of these publications also benefits
the general public. General policiesshould be established on the
classes of users and/or classes of publications which should be subsidized
from appropriated fundsfor the operation of the GPO sales service. The

agency test suited to establish such policies is the Joint Committee on
Printing,

,
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